Cinema 4 
15b-031285 FR 


Stivale 


Gilles Deleuze 


On Cinema and Thought, 1984-1985 
15th session, March 12, 1985 (course 81) 


Transcription: The voice of Deleuze, Charline Guillaume (1st part), 
Charléne Thevenier (2nd part) and Nadia Ouis (3rd part); additional 
revisions to transcript and timestamp, Charles J. Stivale 


Part 1 


... Ah, a third interview? So there is indeed, there is indeed here a 
specialist in the questions that I deal with, but a very critical 
specialist. But he doesn't want an interview, so I respect, I can't afford 
to do otherwise, I respect his desire. But is there no one else who is 
competent in this field of semio-criticism? Eh ? [Pause] Well... 


A student: Phone [André] Martinet... 


Deleuze: Phone Martinet? But is he interested in cinema, Martinet? I 
don't know. Well, then ill will everywhere! Good. [Laughs] [Pause] 
[1:00] Who knows a bit about the texts of semio-criticians? [Pause] 
Listen, you're hiding something from me, there are surely people who 
know better than me. Good. But how's your job, are you? 


Student: Me? 


Deluze: Yes. 


Student: Yes, that's fine. 


Deleuze: That's fine, but maybe you'll intervene? 


Student: Yes, maybe, I will intervene. 


Deleuze : Oh bon ? 


Student: Ah yes, but not on semio-criticism. [Laughs] 


Deluze: Ah! But not on this? 


Student: No, on the problems of narration, yes, but not on semio- 
criticism. 


Deleuze: Ah well, it's the same, narration is the same! Then you will 
intervene, so suddenly, I interview you, huh? No ? 


Student: Yes, yes, yes. [2:00] 


Deleuze: So, I'm going to finish my thing on semio-criticism, and then 
I'll say the deep troubles I'm in, and I'll interview you. 


Student: But is it today? [Laughs] 


Deleuze: We will see according to the time it takes us, huh? Me, you 
know, I... 


Student: But me, I... It would suit me if it were next time, I have to 
study. 


Deleuze: Do you have to study? But, that's your topic. Oh, we'll see, 
huh? Anyway, if you have something to say, you stop me, huh? Right 
away, huh? And then everyone, I only ask that. 


So, do you remember where we are? So in this history of semio- 
criticism as [3:00] Christian Metz founds it, there are three, three 
things that intervene, three basic things, that intervene. I was saying: 
a fact, a fact considered as historical. The historical fact is that the 
cinema was constituted as a cinema of narration. It's the Hollywood 
fact. Second element: no longer a fact, but what I called, even if it 
means better justifying 


: an approximation. Therefore, if the fact of cinema is its constitution 
[4:00] as cinema of narration, the cinematographic image is 
comparable to a statement. 


Precision, which must be given immediately: is it a statement of 
language or is it the statement of a language? No ! Once again I insist 
on caution, at least the apparent caution of Metz's approach. It is not 
the statement of a language. What is a statement that would not be 


the statement of a language? It is a statement that we call analogical 
or iconic, 


[5:00] i.e. a statement that operates by resemblance [Pause] instead of 
operating by discrete or discontinuous conventional units. A language 
operates with discrete or discontinuous conventional units that 
correspond to language utterances. Iconic or analogical statements 
operate quite differently, they operate by resemblance. Good, so it is 
in this sense that I say: there is an approximation. The 
cinematographic image is a statement by approximation or, if you 
prefer, it is an analogical or iconic statement [6:00]. 


Third element: the cinematographic image being a statement, [Pause] 
we can apply linguistic procedures to it even though it is not itself a 
statement of a language. We can apply language procedures to it that 
we can apply to any utterance, of whatever nature. What are these 
language procedures? We saw it the last time, it is the syntagm and 
the paradigm, [7:00] or rather the syntagmatic and paradigmatic 
relationship [Pause] 


that we have defined. We have defined them, I remind you: the 
syntagmatic relation is the conjunction of any units present, so as to 
form a statement. [Pause] The paradigmatic relation, [8:00] is the 
disjunction of present units with absent units, comparable in any 
respect, in variable respects. So that, I suppose, is very clear; if there is 
something unclear, I add, on the necessity that all this, you have it 
well in order to understand the rest. 


I would add that you see, therefore, how Metz's thesis will develop, 
consisting in us 


say: the first great authors and the first great film critics considered 
cinema to be a language. It was the theme of the universal language. 
[9:00] It's a naive stage. 


In philosophy, I was telling you, this is what we would call a 
"dogmatic" stage or a 


“precritical”. Why is it not so? A language is defined very precisely. 


A language is defined very precisely by the existence of a double 
articulation, and only language is suitable for this definition: the 
existence of a double articulation, that is to say of two levels of 
articulations, a first level which concerns so-called significant units or 
monemes, [10:00] a second level which concerns distinctive units or 
phonemes. There is language when there are these two levels and 
these two levels are fixed and not interchangeable. 


The cinema in no way presents us with this phenomenon called 
double articulation. Cinema is not a language. 


On the other hand, cinema is a language, hence the great formula of 
Metz: cinema, language without language. Cinema is a language, 
why? [Pause] Because, of course, his utterances are 


[11:00] non-linguistic. They are analogical or iconic statements. 
[Pause] But paradigm and syntagm are rules of use [Pause] which 
concern, on the one hand, the statements of the language, but on the 
other hand, are not to be confused with these statements of the 
language and apply to any utterance, whether linguistic or not. So 
there are rules of language usage that apply to non-linguistic 
statements in cinema. [12:00] Which means a very simple thing: 
syntagm and paradigm, as Metz always says, are notions whose origin 
is linguistic, that is to say they are rules of use that relate first to the 
units of the language, phonemes and monemes, but which can also 
relate to all sorts of other expressions, to non-linguistic expressions. 


For example, if we can identify syntagmatic and paradigmatic rules no 
longer concerning phonemes and monemes, but the parts [13:00] of 
clothing, we will say that clothing or fashion is a language without 
language, it is that is to say a set of non-linguistic utterances, yet 
subject to the linguistic rules of the paradigm and the synta... of the 
paradigm and the syntagm. [Pause] You see, paradigm and syntagm 
are not to be confused with the essential characteristics of language. 
They are rules for using the elements of the language, but they have 
much more extension than the elements of the language. [14:00] They 
apply not only to the elements of language but to other things as well. 
What else they apply to will be called language without language. 


In this sense, we will say, fashion is a language without language. 
There may be a language of flowers; there will be a language of 
flowers if you can identify paradigms and syntagms which apply to 
flowers, which will therefore be and which will therefore form non- 


linguistic statements or, what comes to the same thing, languages 
without language. I would say non-linguistic statement if I think of the 
analogical character of the statement; I would say language without 
language if I think of the rules of syntagmatic and paradigmatic use 
that apply to these data. [15:00] This is what you need to understand. 
So we will never look for the characters of a language in the cinema. 


On the other hand, we will look for the syntagmatic and paradigmatic 
rules to which the iconic images of cinema are subject. 


There you have it, hence my appeal, my anguished appeal: is this 
perfectly clear? Everything else depends on it, huh? If you, if you 
don't have, if it's not very, very clear, you won't be able to 


understand what follows. You won't be able to understand my deep 
troubles, you won't be able to understand all that. 


A student: I would like to understand, but I have a very naive 
question, in the movement [Inaudible remarks] [16:00] we cannot say 
[Inaudible remarks]? 


Deleuze: No, no, that surely, one cannot say it, it seems to me, because 
the fact that it moves does not indicate any element; the double 
articulation in the linguistic sense is not just any articulation. For 
example, in speaking I articulate. This is not what is in question in the 
double articulation in the sense of linguists. Double articulation in the 
sense of linguists means that there are two levels involving discrete, 
that is to say discontinuous, units of different natures. [17:00] Some 
can be assigned as "phonemes", that is to say they are distinctive traits, 
they are distinctive elements, that is to say they enter into relations of 
distinction the ones with the others. For example /b/ and /p/. And the 
other articulation is that with these distinctive elements, we form 
significant elements, for example "billiards" and 


"looter". So we can say in a very general sense of the word 
"articulation" that the movement would be an articulation. One cannot 
say, in the linguistic sense of the word "articulation", that the 
movement is an articulation. 


Student: Does that mean that [18:00] movement is the prerequisite for 
an articulation as in the very relation of [indistinct word]? 


Deleuze: Well yes, but here you are ahead of me, that is to say, you 
take a radically anti-semio-critical position, because if you remember 
— were you there the last time? 


Student: Yes. 


Deleuze: The starting point of semio-criticism, I insist on this, the fact 
of cinema is not movement, it is narration. Because they absolutely 
need it, because if they said, the fact of cinema is movement. We 
understand that at that time, there would be no more semio-criticism, 
that is to say, there would be no linguistic point of view on cinema, or 
at least the point of view language on cinema would appear under 
completely different conditions. 


[19:00] What seemed to us to be the basic act of semio-criticism is 
very deliberately putting movement in parentheses by saying: it is not 
movement that can define the cinematographic image. They do not 
deny that the cinematographic image moves, but once again, they go 
so far as to say that this is not what distinguishes the cinematographic 
image from the photo. The distinction between the cinematographic 
image and the photo, according to Metz -- there the texts are formal, 
astonishing as they are -- is that the cinematographic image is 
narrative while the photo is not. narrative. [ Break] 


So you, your point of view which demands that we take movement 
back into consideration as the fundamental character of the image, is 
already outside [20:00] the way in which it poses the problem in 
semio-criticism. 


Student: Yes, moreover, that's why I don't understand how to pose the 
problem. [Laughs] 


Deleuze: Yes, I think so, I hope you understand it. You don't share it, 
do you? You don't share it, but you understand it very well. 


Student: It's as if he were saying, that language, that language 
[indistinct words] in man at the liberation of a face [indistinct 
words]... 


Deleuze: At the liberation? 


Student: [Inaudible] 


Deleuze: I would say that for them, it's not the same shot. That 
linguistics as a science, obviously, only begins, from the moment 
language is considered independently of the conditions of possibilities 
to which it can refer, on the side of the hands-face relationship, 
[21:00] that, they don't wouldn't hide to isolate it eh, they wouldn't 
hide, eh 


?... Oui ? 


A student: I have a question for you: when you define the, when you 
say that the cinema is a language without language, that means that 
you are necessarily saying that the language... that the language is not 
a picture. That is, you exclude the limit tendency from the language. 


But if we define language, if we give language, language, a Cratylic or 
Cratylian definition like the Socrates of Cratylus, nothing prevents us 
from considering that cinema is a language and a language at the 
same time. The second question being... concerns the notions of 
paradigm and syntagm. The whole problem is to know if the notions 
of paradigm and syntagm have an irreducibly linguistic meaning or if 
it is necessary to extend them, to extend their meaning to other 
domains, and to extend their meaning of application to other domains. 
[22:00] 


Deleuze: [Pause] It's terrible. [Laughs; pause] I will answer later. 
A student: I have a question [inaudible]... there are rules of paradigms 


and... 


[Inaudible remarks] But there are all the same rules that can be said 
to be syntagmatic of cinema, like the characters. In a language, we 
accept that there are phonemes, and that could represent an idea, a 


moneme. Good. But in a film, you can have an actor who plays but 
who represents an idea, [23:00] the idea of the character. So can't we 
still say that cinema is a language? Since there are syntagmatic rules. 


Deleuze: Well, I have to start over. [Laughs] No, it bothers me, these 
questions, because... 


There you go, I'm trying to come back... First, as for the first question 
I was asked, you shouldn't say "you". I remind you that I am in the 
process, for needs that are mine, of bringing back a thesis that does 
not belong to me. So it's not me [24:00] offering you this or that. At 
the point where I am, I cannot do otherwise than go through an 
exposition of what is called semio-criticism. It is therefore semio- 
criticism that I am talking about. So there, the question, there, if, if we 
agree with or if we do not agree, for each of you and for me, does not 
arise since we are trying to understand what they are saying . 


Second remark, [Pause] to say at the point where we are in the 
analysis: but let's see, 


since the cinema image or something else could be subjected to a 
syntagmatic and a paradigmatic, therefore it would be a language, 
worries me more since [25:00] is that, at that moment, you don't You 
have not at all followed -- this is not a reproach -- what I tried to say 
on the difference such as it was taken today by linguists between 
language and language. 


As for invoking Plato, mimetics, or even more, in the other 
intervention, invoking Ideas, if I understand correctly, which could be 
expressed, all this implies as if in your head, what I thought I had 
succeeded the last time -- that is, [26:00] a determination of what 
language is -- had utterly failed. Because at no time would I say that 
Ideas or concepts intervene. I start again. A language... I would like 
you to follow me well. We must not invoke Plato, for example, since 
Plato does not propose, to my knowledge, in any case to distinguish 
language and language. So, it is very difficult to invoke an author at 
the level of a problem that he has never posed and which is not his. [ 
Break] 


Let's get along... [Recording paused] [26:57] 


[27:00] ...there is a no less important and perhaps more important 
distinction between tongue and language. The two distinctions are not 
equal. If we try to say what the language-language distinction is in 
modern linguistics, perhaps we can state it in several ways, I said the 
way that seems to me the most convenient is this : Language is 
defined by a system of double articulation. First articulation, 
significant units. So there, the significant units are composed of a 
signifier and a signified. 


[28:00] We can call the signified Idea or concept, but it is not what 
intervenes. What intervenes is -- it is not he who is considered in 
language -- what intervenes in language is at a first level, first 
articulation, the articulation of the significant units that we will call 
monemes . Whether to a moneme corresponds a concept or several 
concepts is a question that we leave aside. This is not what defines the 
language. What defines language is a first level of articulation 
involving significant units. 


It's not enough to define [29:00] a language, to define the language. A 
second level of articulation must be added to it, that is to say, these 
units of the first level must rest in a certain way on units of a second 
level. These second-level units are called phonemes. These are 
insignificant units. So the characteristic of language will be to make 
significant out of insignificant. Phonemes are not significant, they are 
only distinctive. Which means: a phoneme is defined [30:00] in 
relation to other phonemes from which it is distinguished from one 
point of view or another, for example sound-deafness, deaf phonemes 
and sound phonemes, labials and dentals. , whatever you want, good, 
so which are only distinctive units without any meaning. We are told 
that there is language when we find ourselves faced with a double 
articulation system of this type. We are told that only the language 
presents such a system, plus the phone number code in some cases, 
and still not in all cases. 


Here, [31:00] that, that defines the language. If you don't have a 
double joint system of this type, that is to say such that the two levels 
are additionally fixed and not interchangeable, you don't have a 
tongue and you don't have the right to speak language. Well, you will 
tell me, if you 


tell me about it, Plato spoke of language in other conditions, I don't 
know because I don't even see a language-language distinction in 
Greek, at first sight in any case. I do not see. I clearly see a language- 
speech distinction; I do not see a language-language distinction among 
the Greeks. Not that they missed it, that's their problem, they didn't 
need it, that's how it is. 


We now turn to language. [32:00] How is language defined? I was 
saying, well, the simplest thing is to say: language is not defined by 
the rules of use. About what ? 


Concerning two aspects: combinatorics and selection. If you prefer, 
connection and selection. For what ? Because, we need rules of use to 
know which significant units -- whence I come back to language -- 
which significant units are combinable with each other, which are not. 
[33:00] You need selection rules to know when, why such a word, 
such a unit is chosen rather than another, huh? [ Break] 


So, language as we have just defined it, to define it, requires rules of 
use relating to the units of the two articulations. 


Think of a very simple thing: a precise language does not have an 
infinity of phonemes. And even languages are distinguished from each 
other [34:00] by the phonemes they bring into play, before being 
distinguished by the significant units they construct. Good. You can 
make phonemic tables corresponding to such or such language. 
Language therefore consists of the rules of combination, combinatorics 
and selection relating to the units of language. These rules are called 
syntagmatic rules and paradigmatic rules. Syntagmatic rules 


[35:00] are combinatorics rules, paradigmatic rules are selection 
rules. 


Example: did you say pool or looter? I appeal to a paradigmatic rule. 
[Pause] If I say 


: the looter [Pause] has seized the boat, I appeal to a paradigmatic 
rule... syntagmatic pardon. I operate a combination, combination of 
phonemes at their level and combination of [36:00] monemes at their 
level. This is the second point. We will therefore define language by 
the determination and exercise of syntagmatic and paradigmatic 


relations, conceived as rules of use. [ Break] 


Third and last remark: syntagms and paradigms -- I say this to go 
faster than syntagmatic rules and paradigmatic rules -- syntagms 
[37:00] and paradigms relate to the elements of language. The 
question is: are they about other things? Do they relate to other data? 
[Pause] You can answer me: no. If they do not bear on other givens, I 
would say: there is no language but language since, in effect, syntagm 
and paradigm as rules of use define language, if they bear only on the 
data of language, I would say: there is no language but language. 
[38:00] Good. Suppose that I can define syntagms and paradigms in 
their definition, rules of combination and rules of selection, which 
relate to data other than the data of the language, that is to say the 
two kinds of units taken in the double joint. If I can define syntagms 
and paradigms which give, which relate to data other than the data of 
language, I would say that there are therefore languages without 
language. They are languageless since the data is not language data; 
they are nevertheless languages [39:00] since these data are subject to 
syntagms and paradigms. [ Break] 


Such data which are therefore subject to language rules, although they 
are not, although 


that it is not data of the language, could be said statements, non- 
verbal statements. 


[Pause] Language without language and nonverbal utterances are 
strictly correlative, since nonverbal utterances will be data [Pause] 
[40:00] as not being data of language, but to which the rules apply of 
syntagmatic and paradigmatic usage, and the syntagmatic- 
paradigmatic rules which apply to these data, which are not linguistic 
data, are, they -- these syntagmatic-paradigmatic rules — are language 
rules. So to non-verbal statements correspond languages without 
language, and to languages without language correspond non-verbal 
statements. You can, in this sense, speak of gestural, mimetic 
language, you can speak of a language of fashion perhaps, you can 
speak of a language of flowers, you can [41:00] speak of a language 
cinematographic. Yeah ? 


Student: [Inaudible] 


Deleuze: Speak louder if you can? 


Student: [Inaudible] 


Deleuze: Can photos be considered in turn as a language without 
language? I don't know, I don't know. I'll tell you, for a very simple 
reason, it's none of my business, because I don't believe. I don't believe 
anything I say, [Laughs] but for a very simple reason, I don't state my 
thoughts. It's not my fault. When I tell you Kant, I believe what I say. 
[42:00] When I tell you this, I do not believe it, and I will say why I 
cannot believe it. 


So the question, all that is necessary, when I put myself in their shoes, 
to say to myself: for them, would they say: photography is a language 
without language? I believe so, they would say so; in my opinion, they 
would say it, but, and again, some of them would say it. Some of them 
would say it because of those photogram things we saw the other 
time, we'll come back to that. [See sessions 11 and 12, January 29 and 
February 5, 1985] I can't tell you. AT 


my opinion, at least Metz, but he has, he has evolved a lot, Metz 
would not say so in his first version. He would not say it because at 
the base of everything, there must be a narration, and because for 
him, the photo is descriptive and not narrative. If there is no 
narration, it must be 


[43:00] narrative data so that there is language without language, that 
is, so that syntagms and paradigms apply. So I believe that he... but it 
wouldn't seem implausible to me to make a theory of the photo where 
syntagms and paradigms apply. 


Besides, I suppose that [Roland] Barthes would have said that there 
was a language of photography. I'm not sure, but I think he would 
have said it. 


Student: [Inaudible] 


Deleuze: Maybe, yes, but of the image, yeah, maybe, maybe. Maybe. 
In any case, it's less certain than the language of flowers, which is... So 


understand why Barthes wrote a book on fashion. [Fashion System 
(Paris: Seuil, 1967)] Barthes wrote a book on fashion because he felt 
that fashion data constituted a language without language, that is to 
say, were statements, non [44:00] language utterances to which 
phrases applied 


and language paradigms, hence language without language. 


Georges Comtesse: I would like to make a comment. 


Deluze: Yeah! 


Countess: If from someone -- it's not a question, it's just a remark -- 


- it is that, if Christian Metz, he manages to achieve a narrative 
[indistinct words] and to define a semiotics from therefore linguistic 
definitions [indistinct words] and therefore in relation to the 
narration, it is that the image will be defined as, as an analogical 
image, that is to say as a fact of resemblance, and therefore the 
sequence of images, it will be the sequence of statements [45:00] 


narratives moving from one utterance to another, good. Only the 
remark that I would like to say -- it's not really a question by the way 
-- is that, Metz, he came back to this idea a little, and especially in a 
text in Communications which is called " Beyond the analogy, 
(comma) the image (period)”. [ In Communications 15 (1970), pp. 
1-10; Deleuze gives the reference to this text in L’Image-Temps, p. 41, 
note 4, the collection of Metz, Essays on meaning in cinema, vol. II 
(Paris: Klincksieck, 1972)] 


So, and the question that arises, it is not even neither the question at 
that moment, of the narration, nor even the question of the rules 
which could define a language which would articulate or which would 
link, which would rather link the units of the language ; that's not so 
much. It is in my opinion two things: on the one hand, what even the 
narration itself implies for there to be a narration, and secondly, a 
certain interpretation of the language, but of a language which would 
be defined by what [46:00] precisely the narration entails. And then 
he says the important thing, the important thing is that -- we assume, 


almost everyone assumes -- that when we talk, when we say 
something, when we do something , we create a language whatever it 
is; one speaks or one says, or one expresses something. What is much 
more fundamental than narration is the idea that language makes the 
expression of something, and that the something would therefore be 
precisely like the transcendental of language. The language would be 
interpreted as expressing something. 


And so it is from there that there could be both a possible narration 
and possible statements. So that Metz says it: the problem that I find 
now is no longer simply the problem of the analogical or iconic image, 
that is to say that it is no longer iconic very well, the problem because 
of the resemblance. [47:00] But the semiotic problem that arises, and 
not so new, is less the problem of resemblance than of what he calls 
the status of something. So he distinguishes, he makes the difference 
between the status of something which can pass in the statement or in 
the image, and then the fact that the image would resemble 
something, at, at something or that it could be taken for something. 
That's just the point I wanted to make. 


Deleuze : Eh oui. 


Countess: That's not so much a question. 


Deleuze: And that is not a question, no. 
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Countess: But who can become one! 


Deleuze: And who can become one. Because you say very well, and 
you understand, sympathize for once with my situation. [Laughs] I am 
forced to explain pedagogically, because it is my function, [48:00] a 
language-language distinction that I thought was really known to all 
of you as if by heart. I realize with pain that she is less known than I 
thought, good. 


Just explaining that, grant me it takes a good hour. You tell me, but 
be careful, there are texts from Metz, and you invoke "Beyond 


analogy", and you allude, as you say very well in a remark, to an even 
more complicated problem. We are struggling with a less complicated 
problem but, and this is very legitimate, in which some of the auditors 
here are doing poorly. 


So you understand, I'm not unaware of it, your more complicated 
problem, and we'll come to that. [49:00] 


What is going to become interesting is that I'm afraid that your remark 
will no longer become a remark, but frankly one, a reproach that you 
will make of me because if I have understood correctly, what you are 
taking from the text concerning the “Beyond analogy”, I get something 
quite different from it. But for the moment I am unable to bring in this 
remark which is very just, well, very just, the remark you are making. 
We are way below that; we are at the beginning, that is to say the 
elementary bases on which this semiotics is built. And I keep saying -- 
I'll even talk, I'm correcting a bit when you agreed to go back to basics 
-- well, there's one word where I won't follow you there for 
pedagogical purposes: there's no no resemblance. My three moments 
that I distinguish are a “fact”, and [50:00] the word “fact”, here, is 
only suitable for the fact of a cinema of narration. It's the Hollywood 
fact as there is, I told you a Euclidean fact 


: geometry. There is a Hollywood fact: narrative cinema. Here the 
word "fact" is fully justified. 


Second element: the analogical or iconic statement is not a fact 
because, as he says, and otherwise he could not advance, it is a 
judgment. It must be related to a judgment of resemblance, at least in 
the text, in the texts of the beginning, but I am forced to start from the 
texts of the beginning. And thirdly, there are paradigmatic, 
syntagmatic rules of use that apply to these analogical statements. 


So I'm begging you, [51:00] I'm just asking you to understand this. 
You understand, when it's me, understand my drama. When it's me 
speaking on my behalf, ultimately it doesn't really matter whether you 
understand or don't understand because the question isn't whether you 
understand. The question is: do you get anything out of it or do you 
get nothing out of it? It's not quite the same question. You can 
conceive at the limit, it's difficult, but someone who doesn't 
understand anything and gets a lot out of it, [Laughs] it can be 
conceivable. It's not... But when I report someone's thesis, there, it is 
urgent for me that you understand and that it is, and there regardless 


of value judgments, whether it's Kant or whether it's Christian Metz . 


So I start again. Is that understood? I would say that on this point, 
[52:00] there is nothing to discuss because that's how it is. I'm sorry, 
that's how it is. You can tell me: so yes, that it doesn't suit you, that it 
suits you, that no, that you don't like it very much like 
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position of problems, that you cannot say that you really like that, and 
that is secondary. It's not whether you like it or not, it's... And in any 
case, linguistics in general, it's quite important to know what they 
mean when they sometimes use the word language, sometimes the 
word language. Because once again, the language-speech distinction, 
everyone knows it. But language-language is a more important 
distinction since obviously speech can only be defined by use, use in 
statements that are actually pronounced or pronounceable, use of 
rules of usage. Well, that supposes the distinction [53:00] 


language-language. 


So is, is it crystal clear? Okay, so I repeat that the cinema is going to 
be presented to us as a set of iconic statements, that is to say non- 
linguistic statements insofar as they are nevertheless subject to 
linguistic rules of syntagms and of paradigms. You will tell me, how 
can the non-linguistic be subject to language rules? We have seen this, 
because language rules do not relate only to elements of language. 
Therefore, you will speak [54:00] of non-verbal utterances, non-verbal 
utterances which are utterances as subject to the rules of language, 
paradigm and syntagm. [Pause] Give me a smile. Oh oh, yeah. Alright, 
let's go. 


A student: There is something that prevents clarity, it is the smoke 
here... 


Deleuze: There you go, you quit smoking. I told you already, you're 
going to have recess soon, [Pause] yes, speak up. 


A student: How [indistinct words] from Metz; language-language in 
cinema, if you consider language only as examples of verbal language. 


[55:00] Verbal language 


[indistinct words] in relation to the image and the cinema... [Pause; 
laughter] 


Deleuze: So, let’s be clear, I specify, because this distinction is not his, 
he uses this distinction. He uses it to say: cinema is not a language, it 
is a language without language, that is to say it is a pair of non-verbal 
statements-language rules, okay? If you tell me, what's the point of 
that? Metz's answer would be that it is the only way to make film 
criticism [56:00] a science, that is to say, to get it out of a simple 
impressionism or a criticism of humor , or, what else? Or finally, to 
give it a scientific basis. How's the answer? I think, eh, I think that's 
its... Or at least if not a science, to give film criticism a method, a 
rigorous method. 


Countess: I also want to say that suddenly it's different from the things 
he says at the beginning of the cinema. 


Deleuze: Yes, Comtesse is right there. He found himself in a cultural 
form, the cinema, which had been agitated throughout the silent 
period and [57:00] at the beginning of talkies by “the cinema: 
universal language”. So that's it, he's going to call them naive, like -- I 
would say, literally, philosophically 


-- pre-critics. And it is in this sense that I was telling you, his position 
is comparable to that of Kant when he does critical philosophy, by 
assigning a fact and asking himself “under what conditions is this fact 
possible? ". There is the fact of narration, under what conditions? Is 
the fact of narration in the cinema possible? Answer: provided that the 
analogical, iconic statements are subject to syntagmatic and 
paradigmatic rules... [ Interruption of 
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recording] [57:53] 


Part 2 


... Well, you got me, I'm dead, [58:00] I can't take it anymore. So let's 
keep going, let's keep going because it's only just begun. So there I go 
very quickly, I go very quickly, I go very quickly because everything is 
simple afterwards. I say good, but what are these syntagmatic and 
paradigmatic rules? We still have to say what it is, huh? Well, 
especially since Metz attaches all the more importance to it since he 
tells us that the main secret of this discipline, semio-criticism, will 
consist in “the great syntagmatics”. [Pause] Ah... So it's a question of 
studying the rules of use, rules of use to which cinematographic 
images are subject. [59:00] So maybe it will become a little more 
concrete. And now he has varied a lot in his classification, he says that 
his classification is open, that it must be reworked, all that, but in the 
clearest stage, he distinguishes eight syntagms. Eight, huh? 


One cannot [indistinct word], eight syntagms. [ Break] 


Only what is a syntagm in the cinema? A syntagm in the cinema, he 
will give it the name of “autonomous segment” as well. That is to say 
there, he is in full legitimacy, he constructs his terminology. What is a 
standalone segment? If you want, in [60:00] very big -- we say things 
really in the simplest way -- an autonomous segment, it's a sequence, 
that is to say a series of shots which react on each other others. You 
will tell me, ultimately, all the sequences react on each other -- yes, 
more or less -- which react directly on each other. [Pause] So, we will 
distinguish as many syntagms as there are autonomous segments. 


First syntagm: the single shot. You will tell me that...well, it's when 
the unique plan is valid for itself. Metz does not hide -- it is already a 
problem -- that it is a catch-all category, as they say, [61:00] that is to 
say that this first syntagm, the single shot, brings together the most 
diverse things. Example: a close-up can be a syntagm of this type, but 
a sequence shot can be a syntagm of this type. Between a close-up and 
a sequence shot -- and there, he insists, in all his texts, he says: it's a 
category that I haven't analyzed well -- but it goes without saying that 
in this first syntagm , there are all sorts of very different syntagms. It 
doesn't matter, that's not a problem. 


Second syntagm, two and, and three rather. These are the syntagms 
that he calls “non-chronological”. [Pause] [62:00] He distinguishes 


two kinds of non-chronological syntagms, one he calls parallel. 
[Pause] Editing brings closer... -- Clever as you are, you jump! -- 
Editing, but what is that? What's that doing here? 


Does the syntagm suppose editing? It would be very serious, it would 
be dreadful. If the syntagm presupposes editing, its whole thing skips 
because you shouldn't have spoken to us about the syntagm, about the 
paradigm. We first had to talk to us about the editing, if it is the 
editing that creates the syntagms and the paradigms, that is serious. 
[63:00] I assure you: he thought about it. It is not an error. That is to 
say, as I am trying to say what really troubles me in this whole story, 
we must at least pay the maximum tribute to Christian Metz. I mean, 
there is a type of quarrel, we will see as we go along, which would 
appear to be false quarrels, because it has answers that are very... We 
will see its answer later. 
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But finally in the case of the parallel syntagm, he tells us: the montage 
brings together and interweaves two or more motifs which return 
alternately, here it is. Example: scene of the life of the rich and scene 
of the life of the poor, images of calm and images of agitation. Note, 
this is very important: these syntagms are not taken in the same 
action; it would be another case when they are caught in the same 
action. You simply have scenes of rich life and scenes [64:00] of poor 
life, there, which are not linked, which are not linked. It will form a 
parallel syntagm, images of agitation, images of calm, the city and the 
countryside, the sea and the fields of wheat, it will be a parallel 
syntagm. 


Second type of a-chronological, non-chronological syntagm -- See, 
there is no chronological relation between your images of the sea and 
your images of land, your images of countryside, your images of town, 
there is nothing chronological. Indeed, there is no common action that 
would make one say, well, that's before and that's after -- Second type: 
the syntagm that it calls 


"in embrace". What he calls a phrase "en accolade" is, it seems to me, a 
phrase which would be [65:00] considered, constituted by several 
independent examples of the same motif. We find it in particular, for 
example, he gives other examples, but I see a very clear example, I 
believe, in [Alexander] Dovzhenko, where there is, in I don't know 


which Dovzhenko, several typical images which follow one another 
like that, which mark the extreme cold. So you have a first image, a 
poor old man who is, really, on his bench. 


You can see he's cold. The image after, a horse that can no longer 
advance under the snow and that the peasant beats. Third image, etc., 
invent examples yourselves. [66:00] Images which would be typical 
images of cold and which follow one another, this would be the 
syntagm in brace. 


See then, we already have three syntagms: the single plan syntagm, 
once again with all that you want in there, it is a false syntagm, a 
pseudo syntagm, since it is divisible into all sorts of syntagms. And 
then the parallel syntagm, and then three: the braced syntagm. 


Four: the syntagm of simultaneity. It is the descriptive syntagm, the 
description as an element of narration. Example: it can be a sequence 
of images that show you a house. A house, there is a tracking shot 
along the house, [67:00] and then the garden, the garden that 
depends on the house. It is a syntagm of simultaneity since the garden 
and the house are supposed to coexist, to be simultaneous. 


Fifth: alternate syntagm. -- See that it is important not to confuse with 
the parallel syntagm, because the alternate syntagm will not be non- 
chronological, it will be chronological. -- Alternate phrase which is 
defined by several sequences, different sequences, a sequence of 
images on pursuers, a sequence of images on pursuers. A sequence of 
images on... -- For example, if you think of [68:00] "Naissance d'une 
nation" [1915], which made famous alternating syntagms -- images on 
the besieged, images on those who come to the aid of the besieged. 
You have an alternating syntagm, very different once again from the 
parallel syntagm of earlier since there is a common action, a common 
action with various consequences. This is the fifth, the alternate 
syntagm. 


Sixth: phrase with continuous sequence. This time, there are not 
several... it's a scene. 
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What he calls more precisely a scene. 


Finally, seven and eight: syntagms with discontinuous [69:00] 
sequences, either because the banal of an action is suppressed -- there 
is an ellipse on the banal -- [Pause] or because only certain episodes 
are presented of action. The seventh case will be said: ordinary 
sequence; the eighth case will be said: episode sequence. Good. 
[Pause] That's the great syntagmatics. 


You will say to me: let us move on to the great paradigmatic. [70:00] 
See, he has defined, he keeps his promise, good or bad it does not 
matter. Its promise was to define rules of use that could be called 
syntagmatic and which relate to analogical statements, the iconic 
statements of cinema. And you understand, it's that in the end, it's 
always premature, and we already find at this level... how, how does 
he get out of this circle, this completely vicious circle? It is a 
statement because it is subject to syntagms, and it is subject to 
syntagms because it is a statement. This is why he absolutely needs, as 
a basic datum, cinema of 


[71 :00] narration. [ Pause] 


But, well, well, well, then we are waiting for the great paradigmatic 
where there is none, and it is going to be very interesting, there is not 
for a very simple reason. It is because, as he says, in language, 
paradigmatics can be very important and as important, and even more 
important than syntagmatics. But in the cinema, how do you want? 
The paradigmatic has all the less importance in that it is infinite. Do 
you remember ? The paradigmatic is the relationship of the units 
present, namely the autonomous segments, with others [72:00] absent 
and which are nevertheless comparable in certain respects. But as he 
says very well: in a language, it is determinable. I go back to my story: 
billiard-looter, the paradigmatic is the relationship 


/b/ and /p/. Did you say looter or did you say billiards? There is a 
choice to be made. If I say, I said billiards, that does not mean looter; 
looter could have been there. But the number of comparisons I have to 
make a given moneme -- for example billiards -- the number of 
comparisons I have to make is limited... [Recording interrupted] 
[1:13:00] 


...will send me back to looter, what else? If there was one word: 
fillard, it would be a second. 


See, for a word... I say the word foam, well, I'm sent back to thumb. 


Thumb, foam... 


pod? Yes, yes, yes, very well, pod. Yes. A few...but every time it's 
limited. 


It is limited for a very simple reason: it is that the phonemes, it is that 
the phonems of a language are themselves limited, that is to say that 
the distinctive units of a language are limited. in their relationships 
with each other. Then I can take [74:00] then my second syllable and 
do the same game; anyway, it's limited. It is by its own limitation that 
the paradigmatic has such importance in linguistics. That is to say: 
there are a number of determinable choices to be made. 


As Metz says very well — on several occasions he returns to this theme 
— well yes, the semiology of cinema risks being centered on 
syntagmatics more than on paradigmatics. It is not that there is no 
filmic paradigm, no that of course there is. But precisely, there are too 
many. It's to infinity, what. I quote, for those who are interested: 
volume I of Essays on meaning in the cinema [Paris: Klincksieck, 
1968], page 102, page 118: “Un plan ne [75:00] 


takes its meaning only to a small extent by paradigmatic opposition 
with the other planes which could have appeared at the same point of 
the chain, since the latter are in number 
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indefinite”. Or else on page 73, well, in any case, paradigmatics are 
not going very well, page 73 again, you find the same thesis: "The 
image paradigm in cinema is fragile, approximate, often stillborn, 
easily editable, always bypassable. It is only to a small extent that the 
filmic image takes on its meaning in relation to other images that 
could have appeared at the same point in the chain. Indeed, the latter 
are not countable. ". See, precisely because it is not a language, 
[76:00] great syntagmatics but very small paradigmatics, that is. 


When, when something comes up -- are you still following me? -- 
What arises -- and there I cannot... otherwise, there too it is to take 
into account all the points, even the strongest of the semio-critical 
conception -- it seems odd that these authors who want so much to be, 
not simply fashionable, but to follow cinema in its most modern 
forms, it is all the same curious that they have gone so far, it may 
seem curious to us, that they have gone so far from this fact of 
narration [77:00] of Hollywood cinema, and they got so attached to it. 


Good. [ Break] 


And Metz, from his first books, falls on the so-called cinema, finally 
that we have been called, for convenience, modern. However, the 
most obvious commonplace concerning this cinema is that the 
narration is compromised there. Already with Neorealism, with the 
New Wave, it is precisely the break with Hollywood cinema. So, does 
that mean that semio-criticism is confined to Hollywood cinema? It 
would still be weird; obviously not. But what will he say? [78:00] 
Metz, in fact, devotes an entire text, a long text, to this cinema; so we 
say that he breaks with the narration, and these are his first reactions, 
to him, Metz. 


It is always he who speaks, you do not make me say anything more. 
Metz's reaction is that he takes a famous example, in "Pierrot le fou" 
[1965], a very beautiful scene which is the escape of the couple from 
the apartment by the gutter, and they rush into a car that will take the 
quays on the Seine. But it is a very curious scene because there are 
flashbacks. They are, the couple is in the car on the Seine, and Godard 
takes them back to the way they go down the gutter, resumes, etc., 
that is to say it's a scene [79:00] at progression and demotion, which 
seems to completely break the course of the narrative. 


And there, Metz has a very firm position which consists in saying: 
nothing at all. This cinema is no less narrative than any other, it is 
simply absolutely narrative. So there, he maintains the intransigent 
position of: cinema is narrative. The Hollywood fact remains. Cinema 
is narrative and remains so, and will remain so. He simply says: 
modern cinema forces us to invent new syntagms, and in fact, he had 
well warned, the list of syntagms. She is, [Pause] she is, 


[80:00] it's open. And there, then he invents a funny syntagm for 
Godard's sequence. 


He says, Jean-Luc Godard, in the passage that concerns us, well yes, 
he invents a new syntagm, a new type of sequence, "which should be 
called a potential sequence, which represents a new syntagmatic type, 
but which remains , from start to finish, a figure of narrativity”. Well, 
he feels that it's not right. Potential phrase, which would explain 
downgrades and variants. Since there is repetition, [81:00] there is 
demotion, return to the scene with variations. There are repetitions 
and variations, that's what breaks the narrative. 


And now his disciples are taking action, because in the meantime, 


Metz has had many disciples, and the 
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followers are a good thing, who always act. And the disciples, they 
had an idea, and they found an evil accomplice. This diabolical 
accomplice was [Alain] Robbe-Grillet. And Robbe-Grillet, he threw a 
word at them: the dysnarrative, d-y-s further narrative. And Robbe- 
Grillet, he said: modern cinema is dysnarrative, [82:00] and above all 
my own cinema, Robbe-Grillet, is dysnarrative. They liked it because 
it's a way of saying that it's not non-narrative. It's dysnarrative. 
[Laughs] So there was a chance that we could keep the idea of 
storytelling. 


And these disciples of Metz, I believe that it is very normal to pay 
them a very great tribute, because they have carried out extraordinary 
analyses, which seem to me, me, extraordinarily difficult. But they 
pushed analyzes very far, for, and in particular rendering, rendering 
what they had to, to apply them above all to the cinema of Robbe- 
Grillet. And what is their pattern? And these disciples, it's particularly 
André Gardies -- I think it's pronounced like that, 


[83:00] g-a-r... g-a-r-d-i-e-s -, [Dominique] Chateau and [Francois] 
Jost. Jost in particular has done a very considerable work on all these 
problems. [ On dysnarrative cinema, see L’Image-Temps, pp. 178-179; 
on the books of Gardies and Chateau et Jost, see references below] 


I always stick to the most rudimentary: what is their basic idea? Well, 
if you followed me, it imposes their basic idea. That is to say, well yes, 
with modern cinema, there is a change, there is a fundamental change 
of a structural nature. That is to say: it is the paradigm that prevails 
over the syntagm. There has been a structural mutation, it is a real 
structural mutation. The structure is no longer syntagmatic or with 
syntagmatic prevalence, the structure has passed [84:00] to 
paradigmatic prevalence. What does it mean ? There, I am going very 
quickly because their analyzes are extremely complex, extremely... I 
refer to two books: Gardies, Le cinema de Robbe-Grillet, Albatros 
edition [1983] and Chateau and Jost: New cinema, new semiology, 10 
/18 [Paris: UGE, 1979]. 


Well, a predominantly syntagmatic structure, what does it ensure? It 
ensures the accumulation of the narrative, the accumulation of the 
episodes of the narrative, the accumulation of the episodes 


[85:00] and evolution. Indeed, you remember: the syntagm is the 
combination of elements. The syntagm is by nature progressive. It 
ensures the unfolding of the story, the storage of the story and its 
openness, its conservation of the past and its openness to the future. 


So he favors a so-called classic narration. You remember, the 
paradigm is the comparison of present units with comparable absent 
units in some aspect. And it is regulated by “switchability”. What is 
switchability? I remind you, there is commutability between two 
elements [86:00] u and u' when you have three, ... two syntagms, two 
different syntagms, v, u, w and v, u', w. You will say, at that moment, 
that the two syntagms which have like a v and w, which have as a 
difference [Pause] u and u', are commutable. 


I'll take an example from the last time to make it very clear: the old 
billiard boards, huh? Do you know that a pool table has cushions? Old 
Billiard Strips, Old Pillager Strips [87:00] are switchable. This time 
you have: v w u and v ww’. The boards of the old pool table, the 
boards of the old looter. All right ? Assume a predominantly 
paradigmatic narrative, what are you going to have? Well, full of fun. 
For what ? 
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Normally, from the paradigmatic point of view, it is leftovers of 
selection, that is to say, you have choices to make. Is it billiards or is it 
looter you said? Hey, I didn't hear: billiards or looter? But what allows 
me [88:00] to choose is the syntagmatic advance. 


[Pause] I say, “oh my, that old pool table, it had cues”. Until then, 
someone who does not hear does not have the means to choose. With 
that old raider, he had bands. “So much so that I punctured the 
billiard board”. So. There is no way to choose yet. But to burst, to 
burst the cloth of a billiard table... ah I say to myself: it must be 
billiards, it is not looter that he is saying because to burst the band of 
the looter, that could be said, etc. I continue. 


The advanced [89:00] syntagmatic gives me reasons to choose 
between the switchables. If you have a predominance -- I feel it's 
complicated what I'm saying; I'm not going to develop all that, I'm fed 
up. -- If you don't have, if you have weak syntagmatics, if I may say 
so, you are possessed. If you have a syntagmatic, there it is: you have 
a paradigmatic that is all the stronger because not only will you have 


commutables but there will be a permutation of the commutables. You 
will have no way to choose. In other words, what you will have is 
something undecidable between the two switchables. You will have 
something properly undecidable between the two commutable ones. 
You will have something properly undecidable between the two 
commutable ones, namely: did you say billiards [90:00] or looter? I 
said both at the same time. Ah good... oh well, I said both at the same 
time. It's going to make a funny story: the boards of the old looter are 
the boards of the old billiards. Well, yeah, that's how it is, huh? It's 
like that, it's both. Good. [ Break] 


Shit then, I lost the key! [Pause] I have the key, [Pause] I find the key. 
With normal syntagmatics, you don't have that much of a problem. 
You had the key, you lose it, you find it. You have garnered and 
advanced and made [91:00] syntagmatically evolve your operation. If 
your syntagmatics begins to waver, you have three commutable 
formulas: I have the key, I lost the key, I found the key. No way to 
choose between the three, there is permutation of the switchables. 
You have poor syntagmatics with rich paradigmatics. Boris betrayed 
Jean. [Pause] Boris saved Jean. [Pause] [92:00] 


Jean betrayed Boris. If you have strong syntagmatics, it can be 
arranged. All that is successive episodes, as Metz would say; it is a 
syntagm with a discontinuous sequence, with episodes. If you don't 
have syntagmatics, huh? If you only have a strong paradigm? Yeah, 
Jean betrayed Boris. No, yeah, Boris betrayed Jean. Yes... and then 
Jean, he saved Boris. And then shit, Jean and Boris, it's the same 
person. [93:00] You recognized with the example of the key, "Trans 
Europ Express" [1966], finally a passage of "Trans Europ Express" 


by Robbe-Grillet. With Boris and Jean, you recognized the main theme 
of Robbe-Grillet's most beautiful film: "The Lying Man" [1968]. 


It will be said that dysnarration is defined by a structure with 
paradigms and strong paradigmatics and poor or crushed 
syntagmatics. So that from then on, the narrative will no longer 
accumulate and evolve, but will proceed by repetition and 
permutation of switchables. Why repetition in addition to 
permutation? Because repetition is permutation zero. [94:00] 


Not even, it's permutation one, it's permutation one. [Pause] So I say 
that, it will become enormously complicated because, how to obtain a 
paradigmatic which crushes the syntagmatic? This is what the 


disciples of Metz -- and Metz will side with their opinion, and will say 
himself that his first solution, that it was enough to add syntagms to 
account for this 
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modern cinema, was insufficient -- see that the answer is more 
complex with his disciples since they are going to say, since they are 
going to say: yes, there has been a real structural mutation in the 
narrative, but this mutation on the whole, it comes of the prevalence 
that the paradigm has taken. 


But then on what is based -- on this the problem rebounds, [95:00] 
and there they are obviously going to unleash -- on what is this 
primacy taken by the paradigmatic, when the narration seemed to 
require a primacy of the syntagmatics? So much so that they will be 
led to bring in all sorts of elements and in particular what they call 
parameters and micro-parameters, of which already, very curiously, 
Metz spoke to say: these are elements which do not have of significant 
importance in the cinematographic image. But these micro- 
parameters, in particular the costume -- we come back to the clothes 
--, in particular the costume, will be called upon to play a role, but a 
fundamental role, notably in Robbe-Grillet's cinema. [Pause] And it is 
the injection [96:00] of parameters into the image that will play a 
major role in reversing the paradigmatic-syntagmatic subordination. 
But all that, I don't have time. Well, I just wanted to point you in the 
right direction. 


So, see that they will be able to say that they absolutely stick with 
modern cinema since they are introducing a new regime. What they 
don't want to hear about is non-narrative cinema. They will say: yes, 
non-narrative cinema is experimental cinema. And experimental 
cinema is not our fault; it is a fact that he is marginal. And in other 
words, that is to say from Hollywood, from the fact of cinema, 
namely, the constitution of a cinema of narration, this is why semio- 
criticism is very unfavorable, in the distribution of today's film 
criticism, [97:00] semio-criticism is very unfavorable to experimental 
cinema. On the other hand, she is very favorable to the forms she calls 


"modern forms of narration", that is to say in the dysnarrative, a 
dysnarrative cinema which alone, according to her, defines modern 
cinema. 


And so we haven't quite finished, because in their prudence, since that 
has to be taken for granted, how... It's very interesting. I said the 
elementary base. If you read the book by Jost and Chateau, there, on 
Robbe-Grillet, you will have a big head like that, because they are led 
to make a very rich paradigmatic. So a paradigmatic, you will see, it is 
not nothing, a paradigmatic; it would make you regret [Pause] 

[98:00] the most advanced axiomatics in mathematics. Good, but 
finally, but we let go, we let go, here, here. 


Syntagmatic, paradigmatic, what is it? We have seen: rules of use, 
rules of use. In other words, to give their name now: rules of use, that 
is to say codes. It's codes, right? [Pause] I start again: we must not 
confuse the language and the code. Metz already said it from the 
beginning: that the language consists of a double articulation 


[99:00] with two kinds of elements, distinctive elements and 
significant elements, it is not a code. The code is the rules of use that 
determine the combinations and selections of these elements, that's a 
code. So the paradigmatic and the syntagmatic are codes. 


[ Pause] 


Immediately you can see that they have no choice, they have no 
choice. [Pause] There are going to have to be a lot of codes. The 
paradigmatic and the syntagmatic, the great syntagmatic which Metz 
at one time wondered if it was not the exclusive code of cinema, 
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very quickly he gives up. [100:00] What's more, there are all sorts of 
codes that come into play on the cinematographic image. 
Syntagmatics is only one rule of use among the others, and here too 
Metz will leave the list open but formally distinguishes five major 
codes. — [Deleuze hums] Ah, la la la la la la la la! I can not stand it 
anymore. [ Break] 


There is... for example, so we're going to list the codes, huh? First 
code: the great syntagmatics. Second code, which he does not cite: 
[101:00] the paradigmatic. [Pause] There are always some, even in 
predominantly syntagmatic cinema, there is a little paradigmatic; in 


other cases, there is a large one. But you already have two codes 
there. Third code: there is, Metz tells us, the code that is traditionally 
referred to as “film punctuation”. There is the punctuation code. 
Between parentheses, fade, wipe -- you see the old process of the wipe 
in silent films - iris - old process also generally abandoned - 


spinning -- spinning, I pass quickly, I should have deleted it because I 
don't know what it is, -- 


well, [102:00] Finally some of you know. -- Okay, punctuation code. 
We pass. There is, so this is a third code. Fourth code... 


A student: No, spinning is when the camera passes very, very quickly, 
like that... it makes a... it makes a... 


Deleuze: Really, isn't that a panorama? 


Student: Oh no. Panning, you can still see something, while spinning, 
you can't see anything. 


Deleuze: Ah, so that's why he doesn't put it in the camera movement... 


Student: Yes, it's not even a camera movement. 


Deleuze: Ah, okay. It is not an apparatus movement. Alright, alright, 
alright. Ah well yes, then I see, yeah, yeah. 


Fourth, third, I don't know, fourth code, the movements of devices, 
which form a specific code. Traveling, that we find ourselves there, 
panoramic, trajectory [103:00] with the crane, camera in hand, 
optical traveling like zoom, etc., etc. [Pause] This is the code for 
camera movements. [ Break] 


Fifth: there is also a code -- or a set of codes, he adds, since these 
codes are also divided into sub-codes -- there is also a particularly 
important code which comes to organize the relations of speech and 
visual data. Phew, it was about time! It was time because it must not 
have escaped you. The whole history of the cinematographic image as 
a statement subject to paradigms, that is to say [104:00] to linguistic 


rules, subject to syntagms, that is to say to linguistic rules, was made 
without the slightest allusion to the speaker. 


Moreover, syntagmatics demanded that we ignore the speaking. It's 
not that it only applied to the silent; it applied to the image conceived 
as an analogical statement by resemblance. So it was not a question of 
speaking. As syntagmatics excluded any consideration of speech in the 
cinema, there must be a code of the speaking 
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cinematographic, that is to say an audio-visual code. [Pause] So what 
is the audio-visual code? Well, see: voice-in, [105:00] voice-over, 
whatever you want, well, and many others, we'll see. Anyway. 


Well then sixthly, I don't know anymore. And then there are all the 
assembly codes -- there too it was time -- and then there are all the 
assembly codes. See what he means? Not only are there several codes, 
but it is obvious that these codes presuppose each other. Compare 
syntagmatics and editing, these are two codes, he tells us. Above all, 
do not confuse, because if you go back to the list of syntagms, you 
may have the impression that the editing is already presupposed. Yes, 
it is often presupposed, not always. [106:00] Because, if you go back 
to the list, it is obvious that the first syntagm, the catch-all shot, the 
single shot, does not presuppose editing. But, as I see it, all the others 
presuppose editing. If you make a brace phrase, if you make an 
alternating phrase, the editing is there. 


Yes, but the idea of Metz -- there, too, we shouldn't look for criticisms 
that would be wrongly thrown at it -- the idea of Metz, it's very 
simple: all the cinematographic codes presuppose and intertwine and 
refer to each other. Simply, de jure and abstractly, you can define 
them differently. For it is true that many syntagms presuppose the 


[107:00] montage, but what makes me say that it is all the same two 
codes, the syntagm and the montage? Firstly that: there are syntagms 
independently of montage, and secondly that montage exceeds the 
types of syntagms, since montage will excel, in what? In the junction 
of different syntagms. So the criteria of montage as code are not the 
same as the criteria of syntagms. And you can very well conceive, in 
the manner of Eisenstein, a metric montage, a rhythmic montage, a 
harmonic montage, when you have no segment, no harmonic, 


rhythmic, metric syntagm. [ Break] 


[108 :00] 


And at the same time, the montage in certain respects will itself 
presuppose syntagms, the syntagms will presuppose the montage, etc. 
So these five codes, they will not stop intermingling and there will be 
many more, there will be many others. There will be many others 
because, as Metz always says, this story is not over because the 
cinema, as a cultural formation, is subject to non-cinematic codes, in 
addition . It is subject to non-cinematic codes, for example, a moral 
code. And the moral codes in the cinema play a lot. It is subject to 
pictorial codes, sculptural codes, etc., [109:00] which are not 
specifically cinematographic codes. When a moment in Hollywood, 
there is a moral code which says: a kiss should not last more than so 
long, it is a moral code, which is not specifically cinematographic and 
which nevertheless governs the cinema of narration of Hollywood. 


So you have all the non-specific codes that weigh on cinema as a 
cultural formation and then you have the specific codes. The specific 
codes are the rules of use that relate to the iconic or analog image as 
such, that is to say as cinematographic, so see that there are five or six 
of them... [ Interrupt recording] 


[1 :49 :54] 


Part 3 
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... So it is a very complex theory [110:00] since, again, I have only 
given quite the basics. 


Well, it remains for us to see, it is now, I go to a confession: to tell you 
why all this troubles me. Of course, I have no objection. I have no 
objections to make. I have troubles, a state of trouble to tell you 
about. It gets me in trouble. So of course, it might look like objections, 
but make no mistake, it has nothing to do with objections. In other 
words, it's all... there, there, good. Let's move on to objections but 
recreations, eh... Not! No ! Look... [Laughs] I just completely slipped 
up... let's get to what..., how we react to all this, and again... 
[Laughs] [111:00] No, it's a disaster, this slip, [Pause] but that's a slip, 
huh? Do not forget ! It means nothing. So those who smoke, huh, over 
there... [Recording pause] [1:51:20] 


... Because as you are very sensitive to it -- this is the last problem I 
would like to address -- 


as you are very sensitive to it, there is somewhere a gap that must be 
filled. He has to find a way to fill it. Because, once again, it is because 
the cinema is, in fact, cinema of narration, that the images are 
comparable to statements. And we have seen it: these statements 
[112:00] are presented as analogical, iconic statements, that is to say, 
based on resemblance and implying a judgment of resemblance. On 
the other hand, and at the same time, they are subject to syntagms 
and paradigms which are language processes, and which themselves 
are codes. [Pause] Somehow the gap between analogy and code has to 
be bridged. [Pause] [113:00] Because analogy and code are strictly 
opposed insofar as one proceeds, once again, by determining 
resemblance, and the other proceeds by processing conventional 
elements. [ Break] 


So much so that the operation which consists in bridging the gap 
between the two is going to be very, very delicate, both at Metz and at 
Umberto Eco, who has a position which is not the same as that of 
Metz -- but finally this would be endless to recount all that -- so it 


seems to me that in [114:00] 


a first step, they show that their problem is to show that finally: the 
analog and the code are less opposed than it seems at first sight. And 
that many authors have said so. And, first argument, the analog itself 
always refers to codes. 


For what ? Because the resemblance is very variable, and it varies 
with the code by which we judge. 


Very simple example: a child, a child's drawing, a child judges the 
resemblance of his drawing [115:00] when he draws a horse, or when 
he draws a man, when he draws his daddy. It has certain criteria of 
judgments of resemblance, it is not without criteria of judgments; they 
are quite different from the standard of judgment of an adult. One 
could say that any analog image refers to socio-cultural codes that are 
responsible for evaluating the resemblance between an image and its 
referent, how to say. [Pause] Especially at Umberto Eco, there is a 
long study of this aspect. And you see that this is only a first step 
because the socio-cultural codes of judgment of resemblance, [116:00] 
they are not specific to cinema. They are cultural social codes of a 
given society. So that's not enough for us since what we demand, no, 
what we -- I'm saying a fictitious us -- what semio-criticians, what 
semio-criticism demands, is something else. It is to bridge the gap 
between the analog image as a cinematographic image and a code 
specific to the 
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movie theater. You have to find a code specific to the cinema. The 
code specific to the cinema, we have found it: it is the syntagm, and 
the others: editing, etc. But how to fill? [ Break] 


[117:00] 


And this is where the great thesis of Metz to which Comtesse alluded 
earlier comes in, namely that fortunately, he says, -- Eco will have 
another solution - but the solution of Metz, it will be - - I sum it up a 
lot, huh? -- what is the great thesis of Metz? 


Fortunately, thank God: [Pause] in an analog image, there is always 
something other than analog. In an analog image, there is always 
something else. And it is on this “something else” that the specific 
code will relate. [118:00] In other words, there is no pure analog 


image. The analog image always contains something non-analog. This 
is what he tells us in the following [page] 252, Essay on meaning in 
the cinema: [Pause] "It is not because an image is visual that all its 
codes are, it is not because that an image is visual that all its codes 
are. [Pause] It is not only from the outside that the visual message is 
invested by the [119:00] language”. 


How is it from the outside? Yes, the visual message is invested in 
language... [Recording pause] [1:59:08] 


... by language, for example the caption of a photo -- "But it is from 
within and in its visuality, it is from within and in its visuality, which 
visuality is intelligible only because the structures are partially non- 
visual, because the structures are partially non-visual”. He wants to 
say a very simple thing, and he concludes: "So the beyond of analogy 
are the forms in the sense of [Louis] Hjelmslev" -- never mind, a 
linguist -- "that is, to say the structures” -- and he ends — “everything is 
not iconic in the icon”. All is not [120:00] 


iconic in the icon. 


It means a very simple thing, think about it: a painting, a classic 
painting, portrait of a woman, there is a resemblance. Already the 
resemblance varies, the judgment of resemblance varies according to 
the societies. That is the non-specific code of the judgment of 
resemblance. But how is resemblance achieved by the painter? Let's 
say that the woman's portrait is an iconic, analog image. How does the 
painter achieve resemblance? He attains resemblance by means which 
themselves bear no resemblance to the means which produced the 
same qualities or the similar qualities on the model. [121:00] I mean 
that, how to say, the incarnate -- I am weighing my words, huh? -- the 
incarnate, the incarnate and the presence there of blood under the 
skin, is produced naturally on the model by such and such 
phenomenon that I would be unable to specify. The incarnate 
reproduced by the painter obviously uses pictorial means, namely: 
how to produce incarnate? It was a big paint problem. That was a 
huge problem in [122:00] painting, namely how to make flesh? 


There is a recent book that appeared there recently, very, very good, 
very interesting, very amusing, on this point, on this theme of 
incarnateness, how to make flesh. It crosses painting from the Middle 
Ages to post-Impressionism, that is to say, the two greats, Van Gogh 
and Gauguin, after Impressionism, rediscover this fantastic problem: 


how to make flesh? They rediscover it on new bases. How then? One 
could say, it is obvious that the incarnation of Van Gogh or the 
“making of flesh” of Van Gogh has very little to do with the “making 
of flesh” of Titian, good. It's completely different ways. In all 
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In this case, these means [123:00] of making flesh which resemble the 
flesh of the model do not resemble the means by which nature in the 
flesh of the model produces this incarnate. 


See, it's very simple, repeat the formula: everything is not iconic in the 
icon, everything is not analog in an analog image, of course! And 
when he says: "the visual message is invested by the language" not 
only from the outside when I put a caption, but from the inside and in 
the very visuality which is intelligible to me only because the 
structures in are partially non-visual, it is quite obvious that the 
pictorial structure is non-visual. It is non-visual in what sense? In the 
sense that it involves not only relationships [124:00] 


of colors, you see the colors, but the color ratios, maybe you feel 
them, maybe you understand them, but a color ratio, you don't see it 
by definition. They are produced by color ratios and much more, by 
much more than color ratios, by even harmonic ratios of a quasi- 
musical type, which you no longer see and which nevertheless, which 
make up the image itself, and which justify to the letter that, 
constantly: everything is not iconic in the icon. 


So you see how they will be able to go from the idea of the analog 
image to a code that marks the rules of use that will apply to the 
analog image. If there can be -- this is exactly it seems to me the 
ultimate answer of [125:00] semio-criticism — if there can be codes, 
starting with syntagmatics, which apply to the image analogical and if 
there can be specific and interior codes, not only general socio- 
cultural codes, if there can be such codes, it is because every analog 
image contains something that is not analog. [ Break] 


So that, then, they will form their very consistent conception between 
what and what? It's like you have two lines, it's like you have two 
lines. [126:00] I say: 


"narrative utterance of the iconic type", [Pause] first line, "utterance of 
the iconic type", which amounts to the same thing, narrativity, or 


dysnarrativity, it doesn't matter. Or one could say just as well, and you 
will see why I add this: “manifest scene”, manifest scene. In addition, 
you have, corresponding to iconic statement, you have: "specific code", 
which applies to what is not iconic in the image. [Pause] [127:00] 
You might as well call it the structure, the signifier, the signifying 
chain, well, whatever you want. For example, the syntagm, it will be 
the signifying chain [Pause] which will constitute at the same time the 
deep structure, there, all these terms can be used. 


Narrativity will correspond to narrative, narrative being the 
organization of the signifying chain, the organization of syntagms, 
etc., or to the manifest scene, you have the deep scene, 


[128:00] equivalent of deep structure. Let's drop the word for those 
who know it, but here I won't even comment on it anymore: the 
primal scene. And once again, linguistics will have tied its nuptials 
with psychoanalysis. And we will be told that what Metz will do more 
subtly will then be what the disciples of Metz, sometimes some do, 
sometimes others do not do. It's very curious -- no it's not very curious, 
there are some that it doesn't say -- and you will have the ultimate 
psychoanalytic revelation: that at the same time as a syntagmatic 
structure which constitutes the signifying chain at the cinema and at 
the same time, and by that very fact, cinema has only ever had one 
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scene beyond all the scenes he films, and that the only 
cinematographic scene, [129:00] 


it is the primitive scene, as much to tell you the "original crime". 


And, when I told you of my admiration for a book like Jean-Louis 
Schefer's, L'homme anonyme du cinema [Paris: Cahiers du cinema/ 
Gallimard, 1980], that does not prevent many authors from , even the 
best, you find, for example in Jean-Louis Schefer, this idea that the 
cinema is inseparable from a crime which touches us and which 
concerns us all. [ On Schefer, see session 8 of the Cinéma 3 seminar, 
January 17, 1984, and L’Image-Temps, pp. 219-220, 230] What is this 
crime? Well, this crime is the primal scene. I wonder with dread, 
because I have the impression that there are some of you who -- but 
that's a very cheerful thing -- who have remained so intact and so pure 
of all psychoanalysis that you don't don't know what the primal scene 
is, [Laughs] but refer to a dictionary of psychoanalysis because 
[130:00] I don't want to take away all your surprises and discoveries. 


[Laughs] 


And this is where there would be a fundamental relationship between 
cinema and crime in the form of: cinema has never had to shoot, as 
some psychoanalysts say, only one thing in all the versions you want: 
the primal scene, that is to say this prodigious scene in which the 
child witnessed -- to what exactly, we do not know very well -- 
witnessed a fundamental scene which was to mark him all his life and 
in which he produces his own castration, an operation that continues 
to function at the very heart of cinema, if only in the form of framing; 
you easily recognize the operation of castration. [Laughs] Well, 
[131:00] 


because... I mean, I'm not exaggerating, all that. It's all been said, it's 
all been written. But I mean, it is there, you see, where this 
psychoanalysis-linguistic link is made which not only was made on the 
side of linguistics, on the side of psychoanalysis, but felt the need to 
be made at the level the cinema. 


There, well listen, now I have nothing but troubles. My troubles 
increased further with this story of the primal scene, but finally here it 
is. So I tell you a first trouble: my first trouble -- I sum up all my 
troubles, [Laughs] all my troubles all at once 


-- I sum them up with this story that torments me. But it is a vicious 
circle. No, sorry: wouldn't that be [132:00] a vicious circle, wouldn't 
that be a vicious circle, because after all I see no reason to call the 
cinematographic image a statement, if it doesn't is not subject to 
syntagmatics. But I see no reason why it would be subject to any 
syntagmatics if it were not treated as an utterance. 


It bothers me, yes it bothers me. So I think to myself, what? Did the 

same vicious circle appear in Kant? Well yes, maybe, maybe, but the 
post-Kantians didn't spare it, eh? And then it's not sure that in Kant, 

there were really genres, well, but that's my trouble with troubles. I 

pass to my first trouble, I will hardly have enough to say, 


[133:00] and I stop, huh. Here, here, I tell you impressions. My first 
trouble As there are three things -- the fact of the narration, the 
approximation of the iconic statement, the rules of language use -- I 
have three troubles. I'm not going to have more, I'm not talking about 
the small psychoanalysis-linguistic detail. It's for fun, it's not trouble, 
there; on the contrary, it is joy. [Laughs] 


So the first trouble is this story of narration because my question is: is 
the 
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narration is a datum of the cinematographic image, even historically 
acquired? Is this an apparent datum of the cinematographic image? 
You feel that what I can hardly digest: it is the elimination of 
movement. [134:00] I'm saying a simple thing -- well, simple, no more 
than the things that seem simple to me -- the character, the distinctive 
trait of the cinematographic image, is automatism, that is to say is 
that it moves. It is that it is image-movement. That has nothing to do 
with storytelling. Nothing to see. There may be narration or there may 
not be, I don't see any. And, I'm amazed, I was telling you, I'm really 
amazed, it's not at all feigned amazement, the way in which semio- 
criticism drives the movement up in the air since it's very aware of the 
problem and we just announces that there is a semiotic gaze that has 
nothing to do with the cinephilic gaze, the cinephilic gaze which I 
suppose being an apprehension of movement, and the [135:00] semio- 
critical gaze being on the contrary a suspension movement. 


Hence this story always: but then, but is it the photogram? But I tried 
to show -- see our previous sessions -- that the photogram, it seems to 
me, was absolutely not detachable from the movement, that it was 
even that, its difference with the photo, so we don't come back on it. 
One would object, the photogram... for me, I tried to explain that the 
photogram is exactly a differential of movement, really in the 
mathematical sense of the word, and therefore was absolutely not 
separable from the movement, and that it that was why it wasn't a 
photo. 


So I say, me, in the case of semio-criticism, we are told at the same 
time that the narration is a datum as immediate of the historically 
acquired image, okay. But it is an apparent datum [136:00] of the 
image, it is a manifest datum of the image, and it is -- there is no 
contradiction at all -- an effect of the structure language that underlies 
this image is both. 


[Pause] I don't think so. Me, it seems to me that the only apparent 
datum of the cinematographic image, at least in so-called classic 
cinema -- we'll see later for the other one -- in classic cinema on the 
whole, is movement and absolutely not narration. So the narration is 


not a manifest given of the image. [Pause] [137:00] A fortiori, I 
cannot say that it is an effect of a linguistic structure which is exerted, 
which is exerted on the image. Why can't I say it? Since these are 
points that we have not even seen yet. 


But I wonder, when does the narration in the image occur? -- I'm just 
reminding you, it's just to give you some points of comparison, so that 
it's clear. Again, I don't claim to be right at all. -- I'm saying a very 
simple thing, we've seen it all the last few years, for those who weren't 
there, so I'll sum it up. If you give yourself the motion-image, you also 
give yourself something very special called the motion interval. If you 
relate the motion-image [138:00] to the motion interval, if you relate 
the motion-image to a motion interval, very oddly, not very oddly, 
very normally, you have -- how would I say? -- a specification of the 
image that occurs. The movement-image is specified. The motion- 
image related to the interval of motion is specified. I give myself 
nothing in all this of narration. It is specified in three fundamental 
types of image: image-perception, image-action, image-affection. [ 
Break] 


I say, [139:00] narration is only the distribution of perception-images, 
of 
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affection, and action-images in accordance with a so-called 
sensorimotor scheme, in accordance with a sensorimotor scheme. You 
will have a narration if the perceptions, affections and actions are 
linked according to the sensory-motor scheme. It's not complicated. 
You will tell me, but what is the sensory-motor scheme? It is the 
movement referred to the interval. I am not introducing anything new; 
I only introduce [140:00] the theme of movement and the interval of 
movement. 


So I say -- this is what I meant -- narration for me is neither an 
apparent datum, nor a manifest datum of the cinematographic image, 
nor an effect of a supposed linguistic structure that would underlie 
this image. , but what is quite different is a consequence of the 
movement-image, movement being the only manifest datum of the 
image 


[Pause] and producing as its consequence a narration when this 
movement-image 


[141:00] is specified [Pause] according to the three major types of 
images -- image-perception, image-action, image-affection -- in such a 
way as to constitute a sensorimotor scheme. So for me, I generate the 
narration from only movement and the interval of movement as 
characters and as being the only characters of the cinematographic 
image. 


So I can say, storytelling has never been a fact even in Hollywood 
cinema. Narration is not a cinematographic fact. The narration is a 
consequence of the following cinematographic fact: this fact [142:00] 
being that the cinematographic image is a movement-image which, 
related to the interval of movement, gives action-images, perception 
and affection-images. The combination of images -- which has nothing 
to do with a syntagm then, the combination of images -- the 
combination of action-images, of perception-images, of affection- 
images constitutes, according to the sensory schema -engine, a 
narration. That is, there is a story. The story is this: How does 
someone react to a situation? You understand ? 


So my first doubts relate to the very fact of a narration, my answer 
being: the narration is not a fact, neither in Hollywood nor elsewhere. 
Is the dysnarration a fact? 


[143:00] Those who followed what we did last year know that, in 
advance for me, no more: as I was saying, the narration is not a fact 
but stems from the movement-image and of the specification of the 
movement-image according to the three great species, I would say, the 
modern fact of dysnarration is absolutely not a fact, any more than it 
is the effect of a language structure that would be paradigmatic 
instead of syntagmatic. But dysnarration is the immediate 
consequence of the rise of the time-image, and when the time-image 
frees itself from the movement-image, when the cinema gains access 
to a direct time-image, and no longer to a indirect representation of 
time that would depend on the motion-image, [144:00] 


when the cinema produces direct time-images, then there necessarily 
follows a dysnarration for a simple reason: it is that the sensori-motor 
scheme is broken, the sensori-motor scheme which was the only rule 

according to which one could find one's bearings. narration. 


Indeed, we saw the other years, and this year I took up the theme 


again, there are two direct time-images in the cinema which are 
fundamental, one which is the series of time, that is to say beyond the 
empirical succession of time, one which is the series of time, following 
the before and the after, but it is not a succession, it is the before and 
the after which have become a quality of time -- we saw it in the 
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fabulation stories, all that, the before and the after, well --, and then 
the order of time, namely the coexistence of all time relations 
[145:00] such as one finds it for example with an author like [Orson] 
Welles, or in another way with an author like [Alain] Resnais, in 
another way with an author like Robbe-Grillet. And it is the 
construction of these direct time-images that has dysnarration as its 
immediate consequence, exactly as the construction of movement- 
images and their species had narration as its immediate consequence. 


That would be my first comment. My second trouble follows, but we 
stop there; we will start from this second problem the next time, 
namely, just as it seemed to me very doubtful that we could treat the 
narration as a cinematographic fact, it also seems to me very doubtful 
that we could treat the cinematographic image either as a statement 
analog, or even as an analog [146:00] picture. [Pause] There, you're 
thinking about all that, huh? And then we start all over again if you 
have not understood correctly. [End of recording] [2:26:14] 


